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SEVEN YEARS OF GPRA: HAS THE RESULTS
ACT PROVIDED RESULTS?

THURSDAY, JULY 20, 2000

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT,
INFORMATION, AND TECHNOLOGY,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Stephen Horn (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Horn, Turner, and Maloney.

Staff present: J. Russell George, staff director and chief counsel,
Earl Pierce, professional staff member; Bonnie Heald, director of
communications; Bryan Sisk, clerk; Elizabeth Seong, staff assist-
ant; Will Ackerly and Davidson Hulfish, interns; Trey Henderson,
minority counsel; and Jean Gosa, minority clerk.

Mr. HORN. We are here today to examine the implementation of
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993. This is a
very important process.

The act was designed to evaluate whether Federal agencies and
programs are accomplishing their missions. Once the law has been
successfully implemented, the American people will be able to ask
and receive an accurate answer to the question, what are we get-
ting for our money? The Results Act encourages efficiency and ac-
countability in government spending by requiring agencies to jus-
tify how they spend their portion of the Government’s $1.8 trillion
budget. The law requires agencies to set goals and use performance
measures for their management and budgeting.

In a 1997 hearing before this subcommittee, Christopher Mihm
of the General Accounting Office testified that implementation of
the act varied among executive branch agencies in quality, utility
and responsiveness to the law. In 1999, the General Accounting Of-
fice found that only 14 of 35 agencies defined some type of relation-
ship between the program activities on their proposed budgets and
the performance goals cited in their plans. Yet, few of the 14 agen-
cies explained how they would use their funding to achieve these
goals.

Clearly, agencies have made progress in linking program plan-
ning with their budget requests. Yet, much work remains before
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Congress can use this performance information as a significant tool
in the budget allocation process. Nevertheless, once the Results Act
has been successfully implemented, it will help us achieve a more
efficient, effective and responsive government.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Stephen Horn follows:]
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"Seven Years of GPRA: Has the Results Act Provided Results?"

REPRESENTATIVE STEPHEN HORN (R-CA)
Chairman, Subcommittee on Government Management,
Information, and Technology

We are here today to examine the implementation of the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993. The Act was designed to assess whether Federal
agencies and programs are accomplishing their missions. Once the law is successfully
implemented, the American people will be able to ask and receive an accurate answer to

the question: What are we getting for our money?

The Results Act encourages efficiency and accountability in Government
spending by requiring agencies to justify how they spend their portion of the
Government's $1.3 trillion dollar budget. The law requires agencies to set goals and use
performance measures for their management and budgeting.

In a 1997 hearing before this subcommittee, Chris Mihm, who is with us again
today, testified that implementation of the Act varied among executive branch agencies in

quality, utility and responsiveness to the law.

In 1999, the General Accounting Office found that only 14 of 35 agencies defined
some type of relationship between the program activities on their proposed budgets and
the performance goals cited in their plans. Yet few of those 14 agencies explained how

they would use their funding to achieve those goals.

Clearly, agencies have made progress in linking program planning with their

budget requests. Yet much work remains before Congress can use this performance
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information as a significant tool in the budget-allocation process. Nevertheless. once the
Results Act is successfully implemented, it will help us achieve a more efficient,
effective, and responsive Government.

We are honored to have as our lead witnesses the Majority Leader of the Housé of
Representatives and the Chairman of the House Results Caucus. We thank them for their

participation in today’s hearing.

We welcome all of our witnesses today, and look forward to their testimony.
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Mr. HORN. We are honored to have as our lead witnesses, the
Majority Leader of the House, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Armey, and the chairman of the House Results Caucus headed by
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Sessions.

We welcome all of our witnesses today and we look forward to
their testimony.

You know the routine here, my friend, and the full statement
goes into the record automatically when you are introduced, re-
sume and all. In a minute, I am going to yield to another gen-
tleman from Texas. This seems to be a Texas day here. I hope the
Texas Society is out here somewhere.

Mr. SEsSSIONS. Let us hope the rest of the year continues that
way, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

Mr. HORN. I agree with you.

That is how it works and in the meantime, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Turner, our ranking member, will have his opening
statement.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Being from California, you certainly defer to Texas. We appre-
ciate it.

This March, for the first time under the Results Act, agencies
Governmentwide were required to report on their results in achiev-
ing their goals. I think we all agree that this bipartisan legislation
we call the Results Act has been an effective tool for enhancing
government performance and efficiency. Its intent is to fundamen-
tally shift the focus of our Federal Government and to be sure that
we move from a preoccupation with staffing and activity levels to
a focus on outcomes in Federal programs.

Outcomes are the results expressed in terms of real differences
in Federal programs and the impact those programs make in peo-
ples’ lives such as increase in real wages earned by graduates of
an unemployment training program, or a reduction in fatality and
injury rates in workplaces or on our highways.

Congress and its committees can and have been involved in the
Results Act at all stages. Committees have a means to develop and
amend the strategic plans as well as the annual performance plans.
Agency officials have said that evidence of real involvement and in-
terest on the part of congressional committees in using perform-
ance goals and information to help in congressional decisionmaking
would help to build and sustain support for the Results Act within
the agencies.

As a result, as Members of Congress, we have an obligation to
work with all of the executive branch’s agencies to be sure GPRA
is the tool that improves the efficiency of the Federal Government.
I believe that a strong and sustained congressional attention to
GPRA is needed to ensure the success of the act and I know that
goal is shared by Chairman Horn. I commend the chairman as well
as my colleagues from Texas for their strong support of this very
critical effort on the part of this Congress.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Jim Turner follows:]
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Testimony of the Honorable Jim Turner
GMIT Hearing: “Seven Years of GPRA: Has the Results Act Provided Results?”
7/20/00
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This March, for the first time under GPRA,

agencies governmentwide were required to report annually on their results in
achieving their goals. I believe that GPRA is an effective tool for enhancing
government performance and efficiency. It is intended to fundamentally shift the
focus of federal management and accountability from a preoccupation with
staffing and activity levels to a focus on “outcomes” of federal programs.
Outcomes are results expressed in terms of the real difference federal programs
make in people’s lives, such as the increase in real wages earmned by graduates of
an unemployment training program or a reduction in the fatality and injury rates in

workplaces or on highways.

Congress and its standing committees can be, have been, and should be
involved in GPRA at all stages. Committees have the means to develop and
amend the strategic plans as well as the annual performance plans. Agency
officials have said that evidence of real involvement and interest on the part of
congressional committees in using performance goals and information to help in
congressional decision making would help to build and sustain support for GPRA
within their agencies. As members of Congress, we have an obligation to work
with the executive branch to use GPRA as a tool in the decision making as we
grapple with the formidable policy, program, and resource challenges of reducing

the deficit and managing the federal government.

Strong and sustained congressional attention to GPRA is needed to ensure
the success of this Act, and [ commend the Chairman for having this hearing.

Additionally, T welcome the witnesses here this morning.
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Mr. HogN. I thank the gentleman.

Now we have the “el tremendo” gentleman from Texas. We are
delighted to have the Majority Leader here. He has been a backer
of the results-oriented approach from day 1. We are pleased to have
him here. We will have a few questions for him but I know he has
a busy day.

The gentleman from Texas, the Majority Leader, Mr. Armey.

STATEMENTS OF HON. RICHARD K. ARMEY, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND MA-
JORITY LEADER, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; AND
HON. PETE SESSIONS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS AND CHAIRMAN, HOUSE RE-
SULTS CAUCUS

Mr. ARMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first appreciate the work that your committee has done.
I think as much as any committee in Congress, this subcommittee
and this committee has led our efforts under the Results Act.

The Results Act, as you know, was passed in 1993 and it was de-
signed to bring accountability and performance in government
agencies to the American people. Every one of us, as a Member of
Congress, will get testimony from back home in that area of our
work which we most often refer to as case work about the extent
to which the agencies are providing the services in the lives of our
constituents, the American people, who pay for these agencies, and
by whose authority the agencies exist. All too often we find our-
selves frustrated along with our constituents in the agency not per-
forming.

This has been, I think, a particularly heart warming experience
for me to be able to be involved in the Results Act. The Results Act
basically says to every agency, have a clear understanding of what
you are doing, be able to express that to us, tell us what your mis-
sion is and give us some evidence of your ability to achieve the re-
sults you desire.

We give the agency a great deal of latitude there. If we have a
quarrel with what they believe and express to be their mission, we
can take that up legislatively, but the fundamental question is, do
you in fact have an ability to demonstrate that you are getting re-
sults, even as you define your mission? We have encouraged this.

I have to tell you, to a large extent, what we did when we passed
the Results Act was ask the agencies to conform to a new regime
of accountability. I, for one, was more than willing to be patient
and encouraging. I have always argued that for any of us in any
occupation of our life, adaptation to change the adoption and the
performance under new regimes are always something we must
hﬁwe some time and encouragement in doing, and we have done
that.

What you have seen happening simultaneously over the past cou-
ple of years is congressional oversight that has been designed to in
fact encourage greater performance—your scorecards being very
important in that regard—and at the same time, for us to give a
very strong view of the results that are there.

I think, quite frankly, this Congress has been encouraging and
it has been diligent in oversight. You have seen the oversight ex-
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tension go to other committees across Congress and more commit-
tees have taken up the understanding of the implementation of
their role in oversight in this regard.

I have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, despite all the time and effort
that we have spent being encouraging in this manner, I have come
to a moment of some disappointment. Our latest evaluations of per-
formance are frankly disappointing to me. Every agency in the Fed-
eral Government has had a chance to travel that learning curve
and frankly, should be doing better, each and every one of them.

I think we need to appreciate the performance of the General Ac-
counting Office. They worked very hard on this, they have taken
it seriously and they have been very supportive again, both to the
committee and to the agencies, but we have had independent re-
views that have supported their own analysis from George Mason
University and other reviewers across the country that it just isn’t
working well enough for the American people.

I think what we need to do today perhaps is start to just step
it up another level. My friend, Pete Sessions, came to me early on
when we began talking about Results Act and said, I would like to
form a Results Caucus. He and his caucus have been very active
in that and we will hear from Pete in a moment.

While I don’t think we should ever be a singularly discouraging
voice out there, I think while we continue our encouragement, we
must at this point be a little demanding.

Finally, let me say two final points. One, I have taken that ini-
tiative a little bit with something that perhaps you have seen the
“waste-o-meter.” We try to keep a better track of this, try to pub-
licize the results and try to arm our budgeteers and appropriators
with real information should it become necessary as we try to im-
plement an overall, rigorous budget process, fighting against de-
mands for new, more spending, to document that spending is not
necessarily justifiable given the levels of waste we have uncovered
from the committees reporting today and the reports we have had,
and the fine work of GAO, some $16 billion uncovered already this
year, that we have talked about.

Finally, if I might chafe a little under the bit, at or about the
time we created the Results Act, the Vice President of the United
States, Al Gore, was billed as the administration’s leader in this ef-
fort in what he called the whole effort to reinvent government. I
know there was a great deal of public relations there but the fact
of the matter is that the Results Act and any efforts to reinvent
government, enforce accountability in Government lay fallow until
this congressional majority took over in 1995.

Therefore, it irritates me a little bit when constituents come into
my office with severe disappointments, sometimes heartbreaking
disappointments about agencies that just aren’t performing as they
should be for them. People come to my office here, people some-
times with multibillion dollar private agreements that are being
held up by some agency that just won’t make a decision.

We don’t necessarily sit in Congress and say to the agency, you
should make this or that decision but I think we have a respon-
sibility to say, make a decision—a disservice to the people by virtue
of agencies not performing.
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To have the Vice President criticize this Congress that has tried
through all our oversight efforts in so many ways to encourage this
better service, refer to us as a do nothing for the people Congress,
I must say gets under my skin a little bit. I have to say, where
were you, Mr. Vice President, after all the publicity waned over re-
inventing government; where were you when it came time to dig
in as committee after committee has done here and implement the
rigor, maintain the oversight and continue the encouragement and
at times, if necessary, express some anger?

We have done that. Your committee has done that. As I said,
other committees have done that and the fact of the matter is, we
are getting improvement, but it is not coming fast enough. You will
hear further testimony today about that.

I guess my parting word would be, let us not only continue but
continue to expand our effort across the Congress to implement
this because the goal is worthy. The objectives of the Results Act
are laudable. We have said to the American people, we are deter-
mined to not only make it clear in every agency of this government,
a shared understanding of what your mission is, what your duty
is to the American people, but to give one another encouragement,
prodding and at times, if necessary, criticism in seeing to it that
the American people get the services they deserve from the agen-
cies created by this Congress on their behalf.

Let me again thank you for letting me be here this morning. Let
me again encourage you to continue your fine work and I express
my firm belief that as we continue in understanding and imple-
menting GPRA, we will make this government a government that
is a better service in the lives of its constituents and that is what
this government has an obligation to be.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dick Armey follows:]
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Statement of Representative Dick Armey
Before the Government Management, Information and Technology Subcommittee
July 20, 2000

Introduction

I am delighted to testify today to evaluate government agencies’ implementation
of the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (Results Act). How well the
agencies comply with the Results Act has a direct bearing on the ability of Congress to
conduct its oversight obligations and make informed spending decisions. While
improvement from the agencies is needed, it is indisputable that the work and the
dedication of this Subcommittee to its mission of government reform has, like this act,
focused on results.

The other day Vice President Gore dubbed this a “Do Nothing for the People
Congress," giving proof to the old adage that those who work in glass White Houses
shouldn't throw stones. This Administration has taken government waste and
mismanagement to new heights. Indeed, if there's a "risky scheme" in Washington these
days, it isn't tax cuts. It's entrusting our tax dollars to the same people who've been
guarding our nuclear secrets. With the Results Act, Congress gave the executive branch
the opportunity to transform itself but this administration has failed to take full advantage
of this tool.

Why the Results Act Matters

Congress is a deliberative body. We represent a large country with widely
divergent views. One thing this Congress can agree on is that the laws we pass must be
carried out by the Executive Branch in a straightforward, efficient, prudent and intelligent
manner. We all agree that when we pass laws, we want to know the results.

The Results Act we passed eight years ago recognizes that government must be
held accountable. Used properly, the Results Act is a powerful tool by which agencies
can measure their performance and root out the waste, fraud and abuse of taxpayers’
money.

Though some in Washington sometimes lose sight of this basic fact, our federal
government exists for the people. Federal agencies are and should be expected to spend
tax dollars efficiently and to implement the laws Congress passes as they are intended—
to achieve results. The most brilliant laws can fail to make America a better place when
the execution is mis-handled.

There is good news. The Results Act has created a paradigm shift in Washington,
D.C. Today, agencies’ are judged on results out instead of dollars in. Yet eight years
after the Results Act was enacted, our government is still too big and spends too much.
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We need to hone government’s ability to use this tool to receive information from
agencies about the size and location of inefficiencies, waste, duplication and mis-
management within the executive branch.

This knowledge has profound implications for what Congress does when it
legislates the size of spending bills and tax cuts. I have often said that the enemy of good
management is poor information. When negotiating Congress’s spending bills with the
Clinton-Gore administration, who desire significantly higher spending levels year after
year, knowing how much and where money is wasted will help to reach an agreement
that makes sense for taxpayers. Money that is being mis-used in Washington should be
returned at once in the form of tax cuts. Spending increases should be considered
carefully and done sparingly when a department refuses to be held accountable. Last
year, during Budget negotiations, the Congress successtully called for an across the board
cut using examples of waste, fraud and abuse in government as a justification.

How the Results Act Works

The Results Act requires government agencies to provide Congress with annual
reports on their performance, much like corporate annual reports. This tool gives
Congress the ability to identify what’s working, what’s not, what’s wasted, what’s
duplicative, and to end wasteful and unnecessary spending. These laws are not ends in
themselves; rather they are a means to obtain systematic, credible information about the
operations of the federal government, while holding government accountable to the
taxpayers. The core tenant of the Results Act is “you get what you measure.”

Agency Improvement Needed

It is not surprising that the non-partisan General Accounting Office, the Office of
Management and Budget, the Mercatus Center of George Mason University, and many of
our congressional committees have each independently evaluated compliance to the
Results Act and found improvement necessary. After all, if the agencies had been
operating at maximum efficiency, the Results Act would not have been necessary in the
first place.

The non-partisan General Accounting Office (GAO) report to Congress states,
“on the whole, agencies fiscal year 2000 performance show moderate improvement over
the fiscal year 1999 plans and contain better information and perspective. However, key
weaknesses remain and important opportunities exist to improve future plans.” The GAO
listed their evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses:

Major Strengths:

. Contains results oriented goals and quantifiable performance measures

. Generally discussed strategies and resources for achieving intended
performance

. Discuss data limitation and external factors affecting results
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Key Weaknesses:

. Does not develop clear linkage between agency and individual country
goals

. Does not identify the full range of other agency and other donor programs
that may contribute to achieving overall goals.

. Continues to rely on weak financial and program results data.

The Mercatus Center measured the quality of the semi-annual report itself,
required for the first time by March 31, 2000 under the act and found “Most federal
agencies’ annual reports need to be clearer, more honest and easier for people to find.”

A Mercatus research team evaluated the quality of 24 major agencies' reports. The
analysis focused on three areas: clarity and accessibility of the reports to the public,
demonstration of agency results, and leadership in identifying problems and offering
solutions to them. The average score was 31 points, with the top-ranked agencies scoring
almost 20 points above the average and those in the bottom tier scoring about 10 points
below average. The Agency for International Development received the most points with
52, out of a possible 60, while the National Science Foundation finished last with 21. The
Departments of Commerce and Agriculture made the bottom three.

At my request, the committees completed a survey evaluating the compliance
with the Results Act of the agencies under their jurisdiction. The average score from the
Committees was just that: average compliance. The Results Act has succeeded in
changing the culture in Washington; while conducting congressional oversight,
committees have the opportunity and constitutional responsibility to demand
improvement.

Tracking Wasteful Spending

The Waste-O-Meter, which you may find on my website, www.freedom.gov,
tracks government waste, fraud and abuse in government. This is good news and bad
news. The good news is that the oversight arm of Congress is doing its job thoroughly.
The bad news is that the re-invention of government hasn’t stopped bureaucrats from
wasting taxpayer’s money. Always a daunting task, Congress must continue to push
bureaucrats into working quickly, efficiently and effectively for all Americans. While
conducting oversight and forcing compliance with the Results Act is not always a
glamorous task, it is an essential part of creating and implementing good public policy.

This year, the committees have been holding hearings, meeting with the non-
partisan inspectors general, reading reports from the departments and finding billions of
dollars that bureaucrat’s in Washington have wasted. The Waste-O-Meter tracks the most
recent examples uncovered by the diligent work of House members and their committees.
Since the end of March, the Waste-O-meter has already climbed to over $16 billion
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dollars. From the classroom to families in need of housing, taxpayer dollars are failing to
reach their intended target because an agency mis-manages or outright steals taxpayers
dollars. Our job is to hold them accountable.

As the committees continue their work in the next few months, the Waste-O-
Meter will continue to compile the total waste, fraud and abuse identified by Congress.
This number is already in the billions. Congress is conducting an aggressive, vigilant
agenda with respect to oversight. Reforming Washington with our oversight
responsibilities will ensure that every tax dollar that comes out of the wallets of our
constituents is put to use to make America better.

Conclusion

With the Results Act, federal agencies and congress have a tool they need to
strengthen government efficiency. It is incumbent upon both branches of government to
use this tool to the fullest advantage. The committees have been diligently pursuing their
oversight work. Government agencies must do their part and improve their compliance
with the Results Act. Until then, any criticism that tax relief is “risky” should simply be
dismissed. The danger clearly lies in the risk of tax dollar mis-managed by federal
bureaucrats.

In conclusion, I wish to thank this Subcommittee and in particular the Chairman’s
commitment to government reform. Your leadership inspires us all to continue to demand
accountability in our government.
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Mr. HORN. We thank you. Those are very worthwhile bits of wis-
dom. By the way, when we did take over this committee in 1995,
we did offer an invitation to the Vice President on several occasions
and we told him it wasn’t one where we were going to crab a lot
about it, we just thought he was trying to do a good job and we
will give you a forum. We wouldn’t even get that.

Let me ask you on this serious business. I have a feeling, and
I did say it once either in the retreat or in the conference but no-
body listens to humble subcommittee chairs but they will listen to
you.

I think under your leadership, if we can get the chairs of the full
authorization committees, the chairs of the Subcommittees on Ap-
propriations, and get their political counterparts—Presidential
nominees, be it Secretary, Deputy Secretary, Assistant Secretary—
in the same place around a table and say, we have read through
what some of your goals are, show me where in the law this is
based. I just think we have to get a dialog of principals, not just
a dialog of staff. With all due respect to the wonderful staff around
here, the fact is, they are not elected and the executive branch at
least has the imprimatur of the President’s nomination and the
confirmation of the Senate. I think that closure has not been very
good.

Mr. ARMEY. I appreciate that point. I couldn’t agree with you
more. It has to be a full partnership. This is a big government. Any
big enterprise like this, it is easy for people to lay down on the job
and let it be overlooked or to have confusions about what their 